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An Important Note to Our Readers: 


We have succumbed to the crassest pressures of commerce. You will note that 
this issue of Lies Of Our Times is dated April on the cover (and March-April inside). 
It will be shipped from the printer the first week of March. Although our subscribers 
will receive it within a few days, it may take many days, even weeks, before it gets 
to bookstores and newsstands. And the people who run those shops don’t want to 
get a magazine that says March on the cover on March 15th or 20th. Indeed, if you 
subscribe to other magazines, you will note that they usually bear dates that have 
not yet happened. 

So, we did them a favor and jumped a month in our cover dating. Even though 
we promise you ten issues a year, there will only be nine issues with 1993 on the 
masthead. However, all subscribers will have their subscriptions extended one 
issue. You will receive the same number of issues in the same amount of time; only 
the dates have been changed to protect the innocent. 

PLEASE, don’t call or write asking what happened to your March LOOT. This 
is it. Honest. 
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To Our Readers 

Lies Of Our Times is a magazine 
of media criticism. “Our Times” are 
the times we live in but also the 
words of the New York Times, the 
most cited news medium in the U.S., 
our paper of record. Our “Lies” are 
more than literal falsehoods; they en- 
compass subjects that have been ig- 
nored, hypocrisies, misleading em- 
phases, and hidden premises—the 
biases which systematically shape 
reporting. We can address only a 
sampling of the universe of media 
lies and distortions. But we hope 
LOOT will go a long way toward 
correcting the record. 
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critical of the conditions faced by these HIV-positive detainees 
and their dependents. The mainstream press failed to report, 
however, that this was the first trip in seven months to the camp 
since the government ban. 

The ban was temporarily reinstated when, on January 28, 
1993, 25 Haitian men and women began a hunger strike demand- 
ing entry into the U.S. The press was barred from the base until 
February 10. 

When some journalists were finally allowed back to Guan- 
tanamo—13 days into the strike—only media giants like the New 
York Times, Washington Post, AP, ABC, the Miami Herald, and 
the Boston Globe were included. Two of the journalists who had 
brought the suit were inexplicably excluded. The mainstream 
media neither mentioned the reinstatement of the ban nor the 
continuing restrictions barring access to two of the plaintiffs in 
the suit. e 


Striking To Be Heard 


O. February 14, 1993, Rev. Jesse Jackson led a small 
group to visit the Guantanamo camp where he met with the 
hunger strikers. There, 267 Haitians are interned; 215 are 
HIV- positive, 15 others are spouses, and 37 are children. 
Of the adults, 180 have joined the strike. 

When the fasters, who are assembled in a large tent, 
become dehydrated from the heat, they are passed outside 
to receive water and then returned to continue their vigil. 
Since the strike began, the only nourishment supplied to 
those not fasting has consisted of military ration packets. 

In a gesture of solidarity, Jackson also fasted for a week. 
—Nancy Watt Rosenfeld 


Science Times and the 
Bombmakers 


Chris Mohr 

ecember 2, 1992, was the 50th anniversary of the first 
JD) aesstanin nuclear fission chain reaction. The nu- 
clear experiment, led by Enrico Fermi, took place in a 
squash court under the stands of Stagg Field, the University of 
Chicago’s football stadium, and was a key step in the building 
of the atomic bomb by demonstrating that nuclear power was 


possible. The New York Times chose to mark the anniversary, 


recapping the first half-century of the nuclear era on December 
1 in its Science Times section. 

The vehicle the Times selected for the task was a long profile 
of Harold Agnew, a former bomb- 
builder and unabashed hawk (Wil- 
liam Broad, “Present Since Atom 
Was Split, Physicist Reflects on 
Turbulent Era,” December 1, 1992, 
p. Cl). A full-page graphic sum- 
mary of the history of nuclear wea- 
pons and nuclear power accompanied the jump (Broad and 
Matthew L. Wald, “Milestones of the Nuclear Era,” p. C10). The 
coverage more or less extolled the historical benefits of nuclear 
weapons and nuclear power and allowed for only muted criticism 
of both. 

Broad described Agnew, one of Fermi’s many assistants in 
Chicago in 1942, as a “gregarious hawk” and quoted historian 
Robert S. Norris, who said that “for better or worse, he’s basi- 
cally been pronuclear from day one. And proud of it.” Agnew 
autographed the atomic bomb that destroyed Hiroshima and flew 
in a plane accompanying the Enola Gay to Hiroshima in order to 
measure the size of the bomb’s shock wave. He designed hydro- 


Chris Mohr is a writer and editor in New York City. 
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The views of anti-nuclear 
physicists were simply not included 
in the Times’s history. 


gen bombs at Los Alamos in the 1950s and returned there later 
in the 1970s as the director, first of the weapons division, then 
of the entire lab. Agnew lobbied President Carter in 1978 against 
a nuclear test ban. He was an executive in the nuclear power 
industry from 1979 to 1985, serving as president of General 
Atomics. 


The Zigs and Zags of a Hawk 

“No other scientist,” said the Times, “has been as intimately 
involved in the zigs and zags of the nuclear era.” As far as the 
Times is concerned, Agnew’s participation in—and advocacy 
of—the construction of devices that could destroy civilization 
does not call his judgment into question. On the contrary, his 
resumé apparently qualifies him to pontificate on a wide range 
of issues: the politics of nuclear weapons, arms control, and the 
safety of nuclear power: > -~~ 

In a two-minute radio essay commemorating the anniversary 
of the chain reaction (WCBS-AM, New York, December 2, 
1992, 8:40 a.m.), CBS Radio correspondent Charles Osgood 
interviewed Agnew along with 
physicist Glenn Seaborg, who was 
also present since the beginning. 
Seaborg won the Nobel Prize for 
his discovery of plutonium and 
from 1961 to 1971 headed the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the 
agency that oversaw the U.S. nuclear weapons complex. In these 
capacities, Seaborg was certainly present for the “zigs and zags 
of the nuclear era,” even if he didn’t accompany the mission to 
drop the bomb on Hiroshima. 

The views of anti-nuclear physicists were simply not included 
in the Times’s history. For example, Hans Bethe and Joseph 
Rotblat are eminent physicists well qualified to discuss the 
history of nuclear weapons. Both received the 1992 Einstein 
Peace Prize on December 3 during a conference at the University 
of Chicago to commemorate the chain reaction’s anniversary 
(see the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, December 1992, p. 5). 
As recipients of this award they would seem to have been as 
newsworthy as Agnew. Bethe has long advocated arms control 
after heading the theory group of the Manhattan Project, and 
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Rotblat, the only physicist to resign from the Manhattan Project, 
did so after the defeat of Germany removed the original rationale 
for the U.S. to develop the bomb—to build it before Germany 
did. 

Broad missed out on other sources as well. The Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists published a special issue in December 1992 
entitled “The Incident at Stagg Field.” One article was by Uni- 
versity of Illinois physics professor Albert Wattenberg, who was 
also there with Fermi in 1942. Other authors included the maga- 
zine’s editor, an energy policy analyst at the U.S. General Ac- 
counting Office, a Wall Street Journal reporter, and a historian 
of science—no bombbuilders! Considering that the Bulletin was 
founded in 1945 by dissident Manhattan Project physicists, that 
comes as no surprise, but it does illustrate the biased nature of 
Broad’s sources. 

Why did the Times choose to run a profile only of Agnew? A 
look at other pieces suggests that his views are compatible with 
the views of history held by the paper’s editors. 


Brains and Bombs 

“Milestones of the Nuclear Era,” the graphic accompanying 
the Agnew interview, illustrates this point. For one thing, the 
Times holds up the nuclear scientists’ technical achievements as 
“milestones” of the nuclear era. We see the scientists in a picture 
from Los Alamos captioned “The brains behind the bomb.” Their 
achievements include “Bombs” and “Practical power from a 
nuclear reactor.” The first successful test of an atomic bomb on 
July 16, 1945, rates a bold heading, but the two most significant 
events in the history of nuclear weapons—their first and only 
uses, by the U.S. against civilians in Japan—rate just a brief 
mention in the text below the heading. Perhaps the “milestones” 
should really be tombstones. 

In addition, the editors clearly believe in the doctrine of 


deterrence, which is really just a threat to blow up the world. In~ 


the sidebar entitled “The Cold War and Proliferation,” a bold 
heading reads, “For U.S. and U.S.S.R., nuclear weapons kept the 
peace.” In case this is too great a claim for the reader, the text 
makes a lesser one: “These fearsome arsenals deterred direct 
conflict between the superpowers throughout” the Cold War. 
“Civilian reactors,” the graphic assured, were “carefully regu- 
lated around the globe to bar military conversions,” but no 
comfort was offered about the dangers of the pollution endemic 
to the nuclear fuel industry. Think of the horrors at Rocky Flats, 
Hanford, Savannah River, and the Sequoyah Fuels plant in 
Oklahoma—a plant bought by General Atomics after Agnew 
retired from the firm (see Keith Schneider, “Troubled Nuclear 
Factory Is to Be Shut in Oklahoma,” New York Times, November 
25, 1992, p. A14). Broad didn’t mention pollution once in the 
profile, but instead allowed Agnew to talk about how safe nuclear 
power is. 


A Secret Member of the Nuclear Club 

Among the “secret members” of the “nuclear club” the authors 
included Israel. News stories usually preface this statement with 
disclaimers such as “it is widely believed” or “experts say.” The 
Times slipped Israel quietly onto the list. 

Otherwise, though, except for the last item, the Science Times 
of December 1 was not an aberration, as the editorial “A Farewell 
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to MIRVs” made clear (December 30, 1992, p. A14). Discussing 
the conclusion of the START II talks, the editorial reassured 
readers that “America’s deterrent would remain abundantly in- 
tact.” Unfortunately, it did not clarify who needs deterring — 
Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, or Kazakhstan? China or Iraq? Is- 
rael?—or why. 

The Times’s news coverage and analysis of the START II 
treaty has emphasized the threat posed by Russia’s missiles, 
never mentioning the danger of U.S. missiles (see, for example, 
Elaine Sciolino’s story and Michael R. Gordon’s analysis, De- 
cember 30, 1992, p. A1). Steven Erlanger claimed that the former 
Soviet Union’s “military commanders ... were responsible pro- 
fessionals who knew the dangers of the weapons they brandished 
or faced” (January 4, 1993, p. Al). And Times Moscow bureau 
chief Serge Schmemann calls the multiple-warhead MIRV “the 
most formidable weapon yet concocted” (January 4, 1993, p. 
A1)—the sort of weapon developed with relish by “responsible 
professionals” like Harold Agnew. 

In New York Newsday Jonathan Schell exposed the Times’s 
version of history (“Does the 75 Percent Solution Add Up?” 
January 7, 1993, p. 90). Noting that START II would cut arsenals 
to levels last seen in the late 1960s, Schell said: 


It’s difficult not to ask why, with the Cold War over, we 
need arsenals equal to those we possessed at its peak. 
During the Cold War years, we were told that we needed 
a nuclear arsenal to deter a threat from the Soviet Union. 
The signing of the START II treaty reveals that assumption 
to be a mistake. The weapons were there—are here—for 
some other, deeper reason that the people who guide our 
destinies have so far not elucidated.... [W]e will want to 
ask, if the achievement of peace cannot bring their elimi- 
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Enrlco Ferml, the leader of the sclentists who succeeded In 
Initiating the first self-sustalning nuclear flsslon chain reaction. 
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